The Examiner objected to claim 37 due to some minor informalities. As the 
Examiner will ascertain, amended claim 37 is now in conformance with the 
Examiner's suggestions. Withdrawal of this objection is, therefore, respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 20-24, 27-29, 38 and 41 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,661,303 to Teder (the "Teder reference"). It is 
respectfully submitted that the Teder reference does not render claims 20-24, 27-29, 
38 and 41 obvious for at least the following reasons. 

The Office Action states that the Teder reference discloses all of the features 
of claim 20. The Office Action states that the Teder reference discloses a housing 28 
including a light conducting element 24 forming a cover of the housing. The 
Examiner apparently equates the housing 28 and light conducting element 24 with the 
housing including a light conducting element as recited in claim 20. 

The Teder reference states that the sensor housing 28 includes four vertical 
walls 50 extending from the base 48, and the walls 50 include a flange 52 to facilitate 
retention of the housing 28 to the coupler 24. (Teder reference, Col. 7, 11. 22-30). The 
coupler 24 is secured to the inner surface of windshield 1 8 and includes mounting 
clips 46 for securing the housing 28 to the base 42. (Teder reference, Col. 6, 11. 29-31, 
62-65)^ ,The housing 28o f the Teder reference i s jiot described ra^d isclosedj is 
lr^ludingjhe ^oupler 24; rather, the housing merely attaches to the coupler 24. The 
cou£lerj42Sjd escribed as a separate element which provides a means forj securing the 
housing-28^ In contrast, claim 20 recitesa housin gjncl uding a Jight_condu cting 
element _that.form s_a cover of the housing. The Teder reference clearly fails to 
describe a housing as recited in claim 20. Based on the foregoing, it is respectfully 
submitted that the Teder reference does not anticipate claim 20. Claims 21-24, 27-29, 
38 and 41 all depend from claim 20, therefore the above argument regarding claim 20 
applies equally to claims 21-24, 27-29, 38 and 41. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
submitted that the Teder reference does not anticipate claims 21-24, 27-29, 38 and 41. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully submitted. 

Claims 25 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as unpatentable over 
the Teder reference as applied to claim 24 in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,560,245 to 
Zettler et al (the "Zettler reference"). It is respectfully submitted that the combination 



NY01 386584 v 1 



2 




of the Teder and Zettler references does not render claims 25 and 26 obvious for at 
least the following reasons. 

For a claim to be rejected for obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the prior art 
must teach or suggest each element of the claim, and it must also suggest combining 
the elements in the manner contemplated by the claim. See Northern Telecom. Inc. v. 
Datapoint Corp. , 908 F.2d 931, 934 (Fed. Cir. 1990), cert, denied , 1 1 1 S. Ct. 296 ; and 
In re Bond , 910 F.2d 831, 834 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

The Office Action states that the Teder reference teaches the claimed 
invention, with the exception of an integrated connector for an electrical connection to 
a downstream analysis unit. The Office Action also states that the Zettler reference 
shows an integrated connector 46 for an electrical connection to a downstream 
analysis unit for a remote connection sensor. 

Initially, it should be noted that claims 25 and 26 depend from allowable claim 
20. Accordingly, the above argument in regard to claim 20 and the Teder reference 
applies equally to claims 25 and 26. Furthermore, the Zettler reference does not cure 
the deficiencies of the Teder reference as applied against allowable claim 20. It is, 
therefore, respectfully submitted that even if one skilled in the art were to combine the 
Teder and Zettler references, one would not be able to achieve the subject matter of 
claims 25 and 26. 

Also, the Examiner apparently equates the electrical connector 46 of the 
Zettler reference with the integrated sensor for an electrical connection as recited in 
claim 25. The Zettler reference states that a printed circuit board 42 includes a portion 
which extends into the housing socket 22 to support an electrical connector 46 where 
the connector 46 receives a cable which connects the sensor to a power source. 
(Zettler reference, Col. 3, 11. 9-12). The electrical connector 46 of the Zettler 
reference apparently transmits power to the sensor. However, the integrated sensor of 
claim 25 clearly cannot be equated with the electrical connector 46. Claim 25 recites 
"an integrated sensor for an electrical connection to a downstream analysis unit. . . 
The electrical connector 46 of the Zettler reference is not described as an integrated 
sensor or an electrical connection to a downstream analysis unit. In addition, the 
Zettler reference does not describe or disclose a downstream analysis unit as recited in 
claim 25. Furthermore, the Teder reference does not cure the deficiencies of the 
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Zettler reference. For these additional reasons, even if one were to combine the Teder 
and Zettler references, one would not be able achieve the subject matter of claims 25 
and 26. Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully submitted. 

Claim 30 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as unpatentable over the Teder 
reference as applied to claim 29 in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,191,531 to Reime (the 
"Reime reference"). It is respectfully submitted that the combination of the Teder and 
Reime references does not render claim 30 obvious for at least the following reasons. 

Initially, claim 30 ultimately depends from claim 20. Accordingly, the above 
argument in regard to claim 20 and the Teder reference applies equally to claim 30. 
Furthermore, the Reime reference does not cure the deficiencies of the Teder 
reference as applied against claim 20. It is, therefore, respectfully submitted that even 
if one skilled in the art were to combine the Teder and Reime references, one would 
not be able to achieve the subject matter of claim 30. 

In addition, claim 30 depends immediately from claim 29. Claim 29 recites 
"an output signal of the rain sensor to a downstream analysis circuit includes 
information with respect to an instantaneous degree of wetting of the windshield." 
The Office Action states that the Reime reference shows it is known to activate a 
windshield wiper mechanism and vehicle lighting system as a function of an output 
signal. The Reime reference relates to a lighting installation which serves to turn on 
and turn off the exterior lighting of vehicle. (Reime reference, Col. 1, 11. 10-13). The 
Reime reference also relates to a device which uses signals for turning on low-beam 
headlights, wherein the device may include a water sensor 19 which generally detects 
moisture on a surface. (Reime reference, Col. 3, 11. 25-35). The device discussed in 
the Reime reference produces a control signal that actuates a switchgear 13 for turning 
on a lighting installation 11. (Reime reference, Col. 2, 11. 55-57). The control signals 
of Reime reference may also influence the control device for the windshield wiper 21. 
(Reime reference, Col. 4, 11. 1-5). The signals that control the windshield wiper 21 are 
generated by a water sensor which generally detects a coating or moisture on a 
surface, such as the windshield 16. (Reime reference, Col. 3, 11. 32-35). 
^ The Reime reference, however, does not state that water sensor 19 sends an 
output signal to a downstream analysis circuit as recited in parent claim 29. The 
Reime reference also does not state that the output signal of the water sensor 19 
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includes information with respect to an instantaneous degree of wetting of the 
windshield as recited in parent claim 29. Accordingly, contrary to the Examiner's 
assertions, the Teder reference and the Reime reference, either individually or in 
combination, do not suggest the subject matter of dependent claim 30. Again as stated 
above, it is respectfully submitted that even if one skilled in the art were to combine 
the Teder and Reime references, one would not achieve the subject matter of claim 30. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 31 and 32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as unpatentable over 
the Teder reference as applied to claim 20 in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,701,613 to 
Watanabe et al. (the Watanabe reference). It is respectfully submitted that the 
combination of the Teder and Watanabe references does not render claims 31 and 32 
obvious for at least the following reasons. 

Claims 31 and 32 depend from allowable claim 20. Accordingly, the above 
argument in regard to claim 20 and the Teder reference applies equally to claims 31 
and 32. Furthermore, the Watanabe reference does not cure the deficiencies of the 
Teder reference as applied against claim 20. It is, therefore, respectfully submitted 
that even if one skilled in the art were to combine the Teder and Watanabe references, 
one would not be able to achieve the subject matter of claims 31 and 32. 

Claims 33 and 34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over 
the Teder reference as applied to claim 20 in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,871,917 to 
OTarrell et al. (the O'Farrell reference). It is respectfully submitted that the 
combination of the Teder and O'Farrell references does not render claims 33 and 34 
obvious for at least the following reasons. 

Claims 33 and 34 depend from allowable claim 20. Accordingly, the above 
argument in regard to claim 20 and the Teder reference applies equally to claims 33 
and 34. Furthermore, the O'Farrell reference does not cure the deficiencies of the 
Teder reference as applied against claim 20. It is, therefore, respectfully submitted 
that even if one skilled in the art were to combine the Teder and O'Farrell references, 
one would not be able to achieve the subject matter of claims 33 and 34. 

Claims 35 and 36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as unpatentable over 
the Teder reference in combination with the O'Farrell reference as applied to claim 
34, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,225,669 to Hasch et al. (the Hasch 
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reference ). It is respectfully submitted that the combination of the Teder, O'Farrell 
and Hasch references does not render claims 35 and 36 obvious for at least the 
following reasons. 

Claims 35 and 36 depends from allowable claim 20. Accordingly, the above 
argument in regard to claim 20 and the Teder reference applies equally to claims 35 
and 36. Furthermore, the O'Farrell reference and the Hasch reference, either 
individually or in combination, do not cure the deficiencies of the Teder reference as 
applied against claim 20. It is, therefore, respectfully submitted that even if one 
skilled in the art were to combine the Teder, O'Farrell and Hasch references, one 
would not be able to achieve the subject matter of claims 35 and 36. 

Claims 37, 39 and 40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as unpatentable 
over the Teder reference as applied to claim 20, and further in view of the Zettler 
reference. It is respectfully submitted that the combination of the Teder and Zettler 
references does not render claims 37, 39 and 40 obvious for at least the following 
reasons. 

Claims 37, 39 and 40 depend from allowable claim 20. Accordingly, the 
above argument in regard to claim 20 and the Teder reference applies equally to 
claims 37, 39 and 40. Furthermore, the Zettler reference does not cure the 
deficiencies of the Teder reference as applied against claim 20. It is, therefore, 
respectfully submitted that even if one skilled in the art were to combine the Teder 
and Zettler references, one would not be able achieve the subject matter of claims 37, 
39 and 40. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that all of the pending 
claims are in condition for allowance. Prompt reconsideration and allowance of the 
present application are therefore earnestly solicited. 
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The Office is authorized to charge any fees associated with this Response to 
Kenyon & Kenyon Deposit Account No. 1 1-0600. 



Respectfully submitted, 
KENYON & KENYON 



Dated: July 2^2001 




Richard L. Mayer 
Reg. No. 22,490 



One Broadway 
New York, NY 100O 
(212) 425-7200 
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Application No. 09/673,063 

VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES MADE 
IN THE CLAIMS 

Please amend claim 37 as follows: 

37. (Amended) The rain sensor according to claim 20, wherein: 

[if] where an infrared light is used, the light conducting element is formed of a 
black plastic. 
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